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THE PRESENT STATE' OF' THE SCENE IN TEXAS* TEACHER CENTERS, 

' WITH SPECIAL" Attention to the effects of 

. THE '5CH00L-BASED TEACHER EDUCATOR PROJECT 



Gene E. Hail and Susan F. Loucks. 



INTRODUCTION 



lis docuE^nt is the fourth in a series of Teacher Center .evaluati(2rn re- 



ports prepared by the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education * 

at the; University of Texas at Austin. This report is based on data collected' 
\ ' . ' ' . ^ • 

from a questionnaire mailed to a representative sample of tfte members of Teach- 
er Centers in-Texas in late April 1^77. The two-year study that this report 
is part of has had as its focus assessing the state of activity of Texas Teach- 
er Centers and the degree of awareness and use of concepts and products devel- 
oped by the School-Based Treacher Educator Project, which is ^supported by, the 
Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education and based at the Univer.- 
sity o^Houston. • • ^ ; • ' . 

^The School-Based Teacher Educator Projec't is ^an actio'n-oriented^fft)rt 
that has been developing concepts, procedures, and mat^fials for 'the training'^ 
of school-based teacher educators. The goals af the project include: "devel- 
oping a set of competency^ specifications f 6r school-based teacher educators, 

training and recognizing experienced teachers for this role; ,and in the process 

^ ' *' ' . • ' 

encouraging cooperation. among Texas Teacher Centers (Houston, Cooper, garner, 

Johnston, Stell, & Turner, 1975)/' ^ , . . " 



Teacher Centers in Texas are organized around several different "structures 
which prohibit developing a pimple overall description. .Iij this study, the 
"'72 standards" cooperative, Teacher Centers were selected as the basic units. 

" * ' Ok*'. 

These Centers are the resylt^of a 1972 legislative act to foster cooperation 
between qolleges/universities, school districts, and professional asspciations . 
There are also student Teacher C*iters established by l^egislation (Senate 
Bill 8^ in 1970), which are essentially contractual agreements between a single^ 
school^istrict^ and a single college/university. In operation, these-two 
types of Xe^cher Centers' are often combined; in ^ther instances, there is 
overlapping membership, making any study 'of Texas Teacher Centers a complex 
effort from the onset-. 

In this study, the Texas R&D Center has ha^ the opportunity to learn more 
about Texas Te'acher Centers, to serve as the outside f ormative.evaluator and 
as change/dissemination consultants to the.SBTE Project, and to capitalize on 
a uniqi^ research opportunity. The research oppprtunity has been the chancy 
to study 'th^. dissemination of (an innovation as it is occurring rather than ' 
conducting the more typical post hoc study. ^ ^ 

The study is now two years old^ The'SBTE project began in the summer of . 
1975 and is nearing completion of its second year. The sample for the study 
was Identified in August of 1975* and the* first survey mailed and analyzed in 
September 1975 (Hall, Loutks & George, 1975). That survey focused on assess- 
ing the "state of the scene" Jn Teacher Centering in Texas, s^eying/SBT^ ^\ 
related needs and activities, and. assessing dissemination factors. 

y A second questionnaire wis mailed to the^ sample* in the Spring, of- 1976 

{' ' ^ ^ ' -J) ^ \ ^ ' ' ' ' 

CLoucks & Hall, 1976). this , questionnaire' focused on Teacher Center actzivi- 

ties during the year, on Teacher Center networking, and on the rate, ai^d extent 



of^SBTE dissemination. 



This report is of the third questionnaire maiLed in late April i977^to 
th^ sauie sample. This questionnaire and report focuses on the activities and 
networking of Texas Teacher Centers two years later and. pn the effects of the 
SBTE project dissemination strategies.. This repo^rt is 'organized around two 

basic questions and several subquesrtions: - , * 

*■ - \ 

Question A. What is the present state ot the scene in Texas ' 

- ^ •• « ' ^ " 

Teacher Centers? . ^ , . 

!• What is the stability of Teacher Center member- 
• ship? 

* * * • 

— ' '2. Has the activity of Teacher Centers increased 

s during the twenty months of the project? 

' ~ * 3#- Has the amount of networking of^'Teacher Centers in 

N ^ Texas increased during the twenty months of the ^ , 
)' , — project? ^ V , \ 

_ . . Question 5^ I^That is the extent of dissemination of SBTE concepts 
' ' and produces twenty months after initiation of the 

project? ,^ ' 

, , / ' ^1* " To what extent has the label ""SBTE" been dissemi- 

nated across the state? 
^ , valid is the understanding of the' meaning of 

the SBTE concept? ^ ' 

I . 3.^ Wheh did the respondents first hear of SBTE? ' 

' \ ' ' 9 " 4 

^4.' Where^ did the respondents hear of SBTE? 
^ r ' 5. Whaft^ is the level af-^awareness and use of SBTE 

- ' » ' project products? 



PROCEDURES 



In collaborati(^n with the SBTE project staff, a set of evaluation ques- 
tions was developed. These questions were' an attempj: to' focus thinkdnp and 
to clarify description of the important variables to be assessed. A question- 
naire'was developed and reviewed. This questionnaire was then mailed to the 
previously identified sample. . * . * 

The Present Questionnaire 

*^ ' • , ' 

The questionnaire focused on the evaluation questions and subquestions 
listed above. Items are of several types including. open-ended, Likert scale, 
and dichot>omatic choices. Several items were retained fxom the previous two 
questionnaires. These items are related to key variables that were to be 
followed over the two yea^s of the 'project. A copy of the questionnaire is 
j^nclud^d as Appendix A., , • ' 

A*cover letter accompanied the questionnaire (see Appendix jB> in which 
the purpose of the study was, for the first time, publicly stated. In the 
past, as an attempt to reduce respondent bias, the study was presented as 



solely a UTR&D research study on Teacher Centers. In the present survey, the 
collaborative nature of the study with the SBTE project ijas stated* 

Sample 

In the summer of 1975, officials at the Texas Education Agency provided 
a list of the official Teacher Center contact persons • Each contact person 
was asked by the R&D Center staff to nominate 'from ten to f ifteexi-individuals 
who were active in their Teacher Center aid who represented a cross-section 

Vf • 

of t^e partiq^ipating institutions and ass6bj,ati ons (i>e«, colleges and,univer- 
sities, school diistricts, regional .service centers, -professional organizations 
etc). Of the sixty-eight contact persons, $orty-five (68%) returned lists 



totallngv5,13 individuals to-^be contactei"(Hall, Loucks, & Gear ge, ,1975) . 

This same list of 513 indivichials comprised the sample for the Spring » 
1976 survey and for th^ .surveySepcuted herein. In the first survey, there 
was a 57% return p94 respondents), the second a 41% return (211 respondents), 
and in this survey, a 43% return (222 , respondents) . FolloVing each survey, 
a brief feedback letter was maile^ to all individuals. 

For optimal comparisons between the three surveys, a stable* sample would 

♦ ■ ■ 4^ 

have been desirable. Unfortunately, although questionnaire. return rate .varied 
only a small amount,' the individuals who completed the questionnaires varied. 
Xablfe 1 indicates how many individuals returned, which questionnaires. 

TABLE 1 ' ' , 

' Number of Respondents Returning ' 
. I Each Combination of the Three Questionnaires . * . 



Questionnaire (s^ 


Number of 


Returned 


Respondents 


September 1975, Spring 1976, Spring 1977 


94 . 


* September 1975, Spring 1976 


52 , 


September 1975, Spring 1977 


51 / 


Spring 1976, Spring 1977 


32' 


' September 1^75 only 


68 


Spring 1976 only 


31 


Spiring 1977 only 


43 


None Returned 


• 141 







Several attempts were made to explore whether the ttiree different samples 
represented different ^populations of Teacher Center members. First, the ^o- 

graphic locations of respondents were compared,. Figures 1, 2, and 3 illus- 
trate the 'SLocatibns of respondents to the three questionnaires, respectively. 

'It appears t^^at, although the respondents wefe^not the same each time, those 



Who responded were generally distribute^ the same geographically./ 

The actual Teacher Centers represented in the cur^nt survey were compared 

to those n^oted in responses to tlie first questionnaire. Although some con- 

sistency existed, there warf significant variatit>n in the number of responses 

by Teacher Center:* Those Teacher Centers which had ten or more respondents 
« 

,to the first and last questionnaires are illustrated in Table 2. 
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' TABLE 


2 




Teacher Centers with Ten 


or More Respondents 




September 197*5 


Spring 1977 




' Midwestern University TC 


Midwestern University TC 


Southwest Texas State; TC 


Southwest Texa^ State 


TC 


University of Houston at 
Clear Lake City TC 


University ^ of Houston 
Gl^ar Lake City TC 


at 


Abilene TC 

University of Houston Te- 


Abilene TC ' 

Lamar Universit^y TC 




Harrison Couiit^ TC ^ 


Dallas TC 






Pan Am University TC 





FINDINGS 



ERIC 



- In interpreting the findings of ^ this and previous /Teacher Center surveys, 
a degree of caution must be exercised. Hiis largely concerns overgeneralizing 



since the salnple is )iot known to adequately represent members of Texas Teacher 
^^Cpt^ers.^ 

/ questionnaire was nob representative geographically or equally representative* 



As noted in the Sample section, the pool of respondents to each 



of each TC, nor was that ^ool the same for each of the three surveys. The 
following findings must be viewed with* this iti mind. 
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- Question A: .What is the Present State of the Scene In Texas Teacher .'Centers? 

Three questions were asked by this study in an attempt to describe Teach- 
♦ - * 

W Centering* in Texa^^t the present time, and also to, describe how it hasV 
changed in the past eighteen months: 

1. What is the stability of Teacher Center membership?.. 

2, Has the activity of Teachej Centers ^rfxcre^sed duripg^the twenty 
. * • months of the project^ ' • j 

3,i Has the^amount of networking of Teacher Centers in Texas 
^ ^ increased during the twenty -months of the project? ^ - . 
^^^ponses to each question have implications for the , School-Based Teacher 
Educator Project, as well as for other projects which spSk to use Texas Teach- 

^ ..... . . ... . , . 

er Centers as vehicles ,for development J diffusion, and implementation of tmeir 

^ ; ' ' , \ , 

products., ' ^ \ 

Question 1; What is the stability of :geacher Center membership? As 

noted previously, the September 1975 questionnaires were sent to individuals 

nominated b^ the official contapt persons.* These lists were to be- of a cross- 

sectional sample of individuals involved in .their Teacher Center. Thus, 100% 

of the sample* ca'h be assumed to be involved at that time. ^In April 1977, 

* * > ' 

these same individuals were asked about their pi^esen^ involvement: 



Are "you. current Ijr involved with a Teacher Center? 

78%- yes * = • . 22% no , . 



Thus, in eighteen months, talthou^h ,Qniy one school year difference), neatly . 
one fourth of the. respondents had become unlnvolved, suggesting a significant, 
although not wholesale, turnover in annual. Teacher Center membership 



Another question, which was also asked in the two previous questionnaires 
probed for tenure as a Teacher Center member: ' 



f How long have, you been working 


(or did 


you work) with your Teacher . 


) Center? 








' ^ less than 


1--2 


3-4 


more than 


* * 1 year 


years 


years 


4 years ' 


September ^75 ' 7% - • 


42% 


36% 


• . 15% 


Spring '76 ^2% 


35% 


' . ,49% ' 


. 22% 


* Spring !77 1% , . 


20%, 


44%^ , 


34% \ 



^ ^ , . - - ^ ____ 

These responses show that those who. responded^ to the questionnaires became 
increasingly more experienced, indicating only that the respondent , group 



■ i ^ ^ \ ^ I . . u - 
was stratified by experience essentially the skme throughout the eighteen 

months of surveying. However,^ these responses also. point out that a majority 

of the sample from the statt had had significant experience with Teacher 

Centering (three or more years), an indication of some stability^ on Teacher 

Center membership, , , C 

These data in combination with the previous item might suggest that there 

a core -of long-term Teacjher Center personnel, while o\iers rotate in and 

put onr an annual or biannual basis • 

Question 2; Has the activity o£ Teacher Centers increased during the • 

a ' ^ ^ . , ^ ' 

twenty months of ^ the i^roject? Three qiiestions were asked <on the current and. 
previous questionnaires to assefss the extent of Teacher Center activity: 



How often did your Teacher Center Board meet during this year? 

^ about once 

once or every two once-a month don*t 
• tiever^ twice months or more often * ' kn^w 

Spring '76 1% 30% " 45%- 24% ^ ^ - . 

Spring ^77 3% ... * 22% 36% , 24% 14% 



)low often have you been, in Teacher Center meepings during the 
1976-77 year? ^ ' ' ' 


\ 

..npver 


oncfe or 
twice 


about once ^ery 
two months 


once a month . 
or more often 


September '75!^ 4% 


36% 


35% 


25% 


-Spring '76 6% 
Spring '77 j.. 18% . 


27% 


43%. " ■ 


24% 


'27%' • 


34% 


^ 21% 



Do you consider your Teacher Center to be: 
— -inactive — .^-e^tremely^^ctd-ve— . 



September '75 . 4% 10% 29% 35% 21% 
Spring '77 4% 10% 28% 31% 27% 



• * * - • 

There appears to have been relatively little change in-accivity of Teach- 
er Centers, The apparent decrease in board, meetiugs and frequency of Teacher 

Center uieetings may be accounted for'^by the fact that 22% of the sample are 

>. * ^ ^ / 

no longer involved^ in Teacher Centers. There is a noticeable trend in 
assessed activity toward being extremely 'active. ' * 

Question 3: Has the amount of networking of Teacher Centers in Texas 
increased during 'tlie twenty months of the project? Networking was assessed 
by determining the extent of knowledge about other Teacher Centers, the extent 
of contact and/or collaboration *\;rith othpr Teacfher Centers, and the .^ttitude . 
towards networking activities. It appear^ from the following data that 
knowledge about the activities of other Teacher Centers has neitlier increased 
nor decreased significantly in the past' eighteen months. Nearly 80% of the 
sample still knows about five or fewer Teacher Centers = 



For how many Teacher Centers in Texas do 
limited knowledge of their activities? 


you have 


at lea^t a 




beptember /d 


Spring • 


76 Spring, '77 


oJLx or tnem ^dd— o^/ 




. ^1% 


• 


all but a few .(45-54) 


' 1% 


. ' 1% ' 


1% • ' 


* uioire Luan naxx \od^hh) 


\J/o 




' 1% 


about* half (25-34) 


1% 


• 2% 


.3% 


. less than half (16-24) 


■ * 2Z 


3% 


2% 


many • (11-15) 




2% 


.2% , . 


several (6-10) . ^ 


13% 






only a few (3-5) 
' a couple (l'*2) ^ 


30% 


,36%;, 
- 20% 


- -22% 
^ . 30% . " 


- ^none-ot^er than my own 


29% 


. 23% 


26% 



During this school year^ .,what other 
you personally had contact with? 


Teacher * 


— 

Centers in 


Texas have 


named no ^ 
Teachep 

^ ,^ Centers 


named 1 
Teacher 
Center 


named 2 
Teacher 
Centers 


.named 3 
Teacher , 
Centers 


named 4 
Teacher 
Centers 


5eptembet '75 62% , 


20% . 


11% 


^ 4% 


2% 


^ Spring '77 ,76% 


15%" 


5% 


1% 





There appears to have been a decrease in the number df contacts with other 
Teacher Centers. 

Those contacts that there are betweeji" Teacher Centers have appeared to ^ 
shift somewhat during the time .of the surveys. Figures 4, 5, SfiH 6 illustrate 
communication channels, plotted from responses to this item. In general, 
West Texas, EaS't Texas," and the Valley all appear to be more isolated now 
than before. As befolre, the strongest Centers of communication involve the 
Houston and Dallas area Teacher Centers. 
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When asked what topics were discussed in the contacts that were made, 
respojidents to the current', questionnaire listed many. The majority of topics 
dealt' with field experiences, including student teacher evaluation and assign- 
ment, and supervising teacher selection,, training, competjsncies, and assess- 

ment. Other topics of discussion included teacher certification, institution- 

. / " ■ ^ — 



al accreditation, staff develbpment , operation and financing of the Teacher 
Center, and content areas such as^ vocational ..education an<J reading. The topic 
of.SBTEwas mentioned^ ten times out ^of 135 response. . ' 



-Does ■ your •^Teacher-'eenter" coi-i-abtrratre- wi-th ■ any -otheT ■ Teacher - 
Center (s)? , • " . \ 



Yes 



No 



: . Spring/ 76 . __3^% .. • 

34% 



Spring '77 



66% 



0 

ERIC 



An equal number of respt)ndentsr>^jidicated collaboration with other Teaclier 
^ Xenters over a year''s ^tijne* When asked to list the Teacher* /Centers collabor- 
ated with, the current questionnaire respondents named twenty-six different 

Centers* These were widely scattered throughout the state, with only eight 

> • • • - 

mentioned more than once.. Of these eight, Houston waS^ mentioned fifteen 

times, with Region VII having the next highest at four.' Dallas and North 

Texas we^re rioted three times ea^:h. Six respondents noted membership in a' ~ \ 

• ^eacher Center network. Respondents to the Spring 1976 questionnaire liad 

indicated twenty-seven different Teacher Centers, but none were listed^ more- 

V than four times. In this questionnaire, .there were .only two refefrences to 
' » » . ' 

the^SBTE networks 

. - ' 

. A final question tapped attitudes toward the networking of Teacher 
Cfntets: ■ 

^' ' '.(■''. 



it 



7 



1 



\ 
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Do you think that a. network o^ Texas Teacher Centers is a useful 
idea? ' " • " 



Spring '76 

Formal network 
Informal network' 



Yes 

.56% 
90% 



N'o 



44% 



Spring '77. 



88% 



12%)i. 



Enthxisiasm for networking still remains considerable.^ 



Question B: WRat 4s the Extent of Dissemination of SBtIe Concl 



Twenty Months Afber Initiation ^oT^the.TroTe^^ r 



.Jl^e SBTE^project began early in the summer afe,1973* At that time, the 




ipts and Products 



concept label Schoo],-Based Teacher 'Educator 'and its acronym 



"SBTE" were 



assumed to >e new and unusual terms. No SBTE reports, moduli *§, or newsletters 
existed at that time. ^Twenty months later> the project is njiarin'fe the com-, 
pletion of two years of research,, development, and" d^^emina :ion activities. 
To^what extent has the project's work been disseminated to its primary target 
audience, the members of T^xas Teacher Centers? 

The data were ^alyze^ to provide answers to five subduestion^, ^each'of 

these questions addressing a part of the major question. 

* • 

Question 1; To .what extent has the' label "SBTE" beerj disseminated across 

the statfe? Due to the newness of the concept label '**SBTB," it was decked 
at the onset to usa it as a tracer. By fbll6wing« the developing avareness of 
"SBTE" as a label, the effects of the disseminatfon^stratfegies could b^ in- 
ferre'd. Therefore*, on each of the three mailed questionnaires, there^ wa;so the 
item "Have you ever heard ot SBTE?'\ ' In t'^is last tjuesrfemn^ire , since tV 
concept was explained in the povetf letter, the Item was adjusted slightly. 



ERIC 
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Have you evejr heard of SBTE (other than in our questionnaire)? 

Yes No * Responding , - , v < 
September *75 6% 94%' ' ^1% ^ ' 

Spring *76 " ^ 50% 50% 96% - ' ' 

Spring '77 69% 31% 99% * \ 



The respoftsfe to this item provides overwhelming documentation of the 
. ' * • , : • . ^ 

effects of the SBTE project. There was an enormous increase in the percentage 

of respondents saying that they had heard of SBTE in the eight months betw^n 

..the^ tt^^.t ^§.Qi-.s e cdnd _que^^^^ . During ^ t he^ f gy.p\^ng^^^^ ^ 

period, betfween the second and third questionnaires*, an additional 19% of the 

sample are indicating awarenes^s.^ It Is interest jSig that the percentage re- 

. spending to this item also increased over the three pei:iods. * 

* Figures 7 and 8 i^llustrate the diffusion pf the acronym "SBTE." The 

X's in Figure 7 point^^c^M the locations of the few indfvicjuals ^ who kitew what 

SBTE meant in SeptembeAiS75; the* dots in the same figure represelate the spread 



by Spring 1976. ' Figure 8" illustrates the state qf diffusion one year later. 
Spring 1977. \ , ■ I: 

The SBTE tracer appears to have worked, as have the dissemination's trate- 
gies used by the project. * 

■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ •• \ 

- Question 2: How valid is the unders tanding of the meanings of the SBTE 

i * ' ' » % * ' ^ 

concept? " Indicating, that one has heard of SBTE does not provide information 

about the extent of awareness or the validity of the responSent^s knowledge. 

Therefore, a follow-up question was asked, "What does it -mean?" 

One ^hundred twenty-four (58%) of the respondents responded to this open- 

eaded question. Most wrote "School-Based Teacher Educator" or "School-Based* 

Teacher Education."' Ninety-eight (79^) of • the .respondents provided a valid 



22 ^ y . 
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answer. A few responses^^re more detailed: 

Training and recognizing programs^^^f or' pre- and *inservice school 
district based personnel who *are engaged* in training teachers. 

TX^enty-six (21%) of the responses were wrong, or ticit sufficiently clear 

to be judged. Several .wrote "Student based teacher education." One was more 

editorials^ "Bureaucracy in its worst form," and there was on*' origindl 



"Southerly Baptist Technological Equinox." ^ S * > 

It appears thaf by far the majority at least have minimal knowledge of 
what the SBTE acronym is abc/ut. o * , ' -(^ 

Question 3: When djd the respondents Yirst hear of SBTE? Another 



follow-up question, for those who regortec^havi^The^ T 
have, when?" The responses to' this item ranged from 1972 to April 27, 1977. ^ 
Figure '9 is a graphical summary of the time periods identified by thc\ ninety- 
eight (44%) who responded to this item. / „ • ^ 

These data are also consisterit-with the timing of the SBTE project dis- ^ 
semination activities. The first and largest increase occurs during the 

1*9 75-76 school year, which was the project *s first year. Further increases 
.'t * » ' - 

in initial awareness were made during the second year. 

Unfortunately, there is not sufficient specificity in the responses to 
ch these' data to the classic S curve for innovation diffusion; however, it 

' \ . V ^ . • ^ , / / . • r — — . ' 

is certain that during the two years of the project, new individuals were ^ 

\ * ^ 

\ ' ' ^ 

constaixkly added at the initial awareness level. _ 

Question 4; Where did the respondents hear of SBTE? At tlie beginning fif 

the project, ^one^ of |;he basic policy, questions involved specifying strategies^ 

* • - \ . / ^ * 

for aissemlnadion of tft^ project *s products. Was there an existent network 

that^ould be u^d? Should a newsletter be established? Should the project 

just wait f6r requests or have TEA disseminate? Malny .different approaches 
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could have been taken. 

A part of the September '75 survey, was designed to assess- the @nmunica~ 

tlon possibilities. That report concluded: * >^ . 

' ^ . The responses »show that the ^current state of the networking .'is *' 
indeed grim — few individuals know of- the activities of other 
* Teacher ^Centers nor are they in contac'fc with more than a few, 

^^^if any.... The additional .data from this questionnaire indicates 
that ^the; communication channels of face-to-face contact and pro:- 
fessional conferences are already in use to provide son^e contact 
between members of different Teacher Centei;s (Hall, Loucks,'& 
George, 1975, pp. 29-30). ' ^ 

In Its ^iissemination strategy, the project staff then emphasized face- 

to-fac§ communications by creating Task Forces and maintaining a high level 

of responsibility for itQ Advisory Board; they ^Iso organized materials and 

presented, at itiany local, regional, and" state professional meetings. 

t,' • • ' * - * * 

A third follow-up^ question to the respondents who reported having heard 

of SBTE in the present survey was, "If you have, wherl^" Table 3 summarizes 

the frequencies of the various information sources listed. One hundred 

forty-three (64%) "individuals responded to this item; eight responses (6%) 

were not usable. ; * - . 

" ■ ' TABLE 3 

• Frequency of" Sources Identified for First Hearing About SBTE 



Teacher /Center Board Meeting ' 7 

Teacher Center Meeting 47 
Pijofesslional Meeting (TSTA, TEA,' TATE) . ' 35 
SBTE, Board or Tas^Force Member 7 
S^TE. Conference/Workshop ' ^ 10^ 

Professional Literature ' .11 

Mailjlngs ' *^ • * ' 5 

Module Field Test ' - 1 

Institution Meeting * ' 5 

•University Class • , 5 

Direct Contact with SBTE Staff " 6 
Discussion with Professional Colleague 7 



25 

' * , * • 

The highest tallies are for persbnal contact or professional meeting activi- 

• * I. 

ties. • ' ' 

Apparently the. face-to-face and meeting-oriented dissemination strategy 

worked, especially the deliberate involvement of a' representative from each 

Teacher Center* * • . / 

* . Question 5: ^ What is the level of awareness 'and use of SBTE project pro-- 
ducts? ' During the two years^ of the project, many products have been developed. 

A series of reports and modules have been produced and made available. . In 

if ^ • 

this questionnaire, the products were listed and the respondents were asked 
to mark on a Likert scale their degree of use of each product. The finding^ 
from this question are presented as Table 4.^ 

in general, £he more recently a product was developeci, the less knowledge 

and use there appears to be. This iogical inference is encouraging in that 

t 

one pan have more confidence in 4oing further analyses of these data. 

« 

For example, with the exception of the modules, at least one half of 

• the respondents have at }.east heard^of the products, with an average of 13.6% 
having looked at each, 15% having'read each, and, 3. 6% having used each. > 

On the averdJge, *46% of the respondents , have at least heard of the SBTE^ 
.modules, vith 9% having read ox used them. Again,- there seems , to be extensive 
awareness of the SBTE products among the sample. 

SUMMARY .. . , 

As mentioned previously, there is need for caution when inteiqpreting the 
data presented in- this report. The findings suggest several trends.Hn terms 
oj^Texas Teacher Center activity and the success of the SBTE project. However, 
the "interpretations must be weighed in li^t of the, characteristics of the 



er|c • 
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TABLE 4 

Indications^f Degree of Use of Fourteen SBTE- i'roducts 
• {Reported in. Percentages - . . 



■ 'K 

SBTE Products ^ 


Never 
Heard 

OX. xu 


Have 
Just 
Heard 
or Xu 


Hav^- 
Looked 
ac xt 


Have 
Read 

it 


Have 
-Used ' 

It 


Percent 
Rfisponding* 


.#1 Project Description and 
Organization 






ll/o 




e 

5% 


100%- 


#2 School Based Teacher Educa- 
tors: Rationale, Role 
Description and Research 


35% 


26% 


15% ' 


19% 


4% 


87% 


tf3 National Survey of School 
Based Teacher Educator 
Cr^entialing Process 




27% 


12% 


, 13% 


'3% 


86% ■ 


H Teacher Centers in Te5cas: 
The State of the Scene 


38% ■ 


25% 


JJ% 


16% 


4% 


87% 


if5. Clinical Experiences and 
Clinical Practice in 
-MfL ui.cooJLuncix i-*Qucai.xon 


'49% 


20% . 


14% 


13% 


5%. 


87% 


. #6 A Task Analysis of Staff 

Development Personnel in ' 

Splprt*Pf1 Pn"h1-fr ^rhonl 

"Districts 


50% 


24% 

N 


' 14%'^ 


10% 


/ 

3% 

j . 


• 87% . 


#7 ' Specifying Competencies for 
ot^iiuux D^peu i6acn6r ^ 
Educators Through Task, ^ 
Conceptual, and Percep- 
ttial Analyses \ 


43% 




- 

14% 

f 


14% * 


4% 


87% 


#8 Credentialing School Based 

Teacher* Educators : !.Basis 
for Decisioning 


• 

50% 


23% 


12% 


13% 


3% 


^ 86% 


if9 School Based Teacher Educator 
Proiert! RennV't nf *P-fr<?f 
Year Activities 




X O/o 


X4/o 


X /^ 

V 






^Module 1 ~ Exploring Clinical 
' ^ Practice 


54% 


23% 


14%' 


8% 


*2% 


85% ' 


Module 2 — Interpersonal 
Coumimi cations 


52% 


■25% 


14% 


9% 

# 


1%, 


85% 


Modiile 3 ~ Planning 


55% 


22% 


13% ' 


8% 


2% 


■ 84% 


Modiile 4 Collecting Data 
in the Classroom 


54% 


;2.7% 


12% , ; 


8% 

> 


'1% 


83% 


Module 5 — Analyzing Data. and 
Making Data-Based Deci^ 
. . sions 


'54% 


27% 


'12% ' 


' 7% 


1% 


84% 
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respondents and the measure used. 

Only 43% of the sample responded to the questionnaire. Thus, nothing can 
be said for mare than 50% of the sample."" It^eems reasonable to assume that 
most of tl\e nonrespondents are likely to be less involved in Texas Teacher 
Cepters.. Yet,. this is still an assumption. 

A continuing problem in this study has been identifying specific Teacher 

V 

Centers. The two indepehdent legislative acfs in combination with the many ^ 

y 

higher education ^institutions, service centers, and school systems have 
resulted in a lack of definition of Teacher Cerfters. If a respondent says 
that s/he belongs to the "Houston" Teacher Center^ this could be one of at 
least three different Teacher Centers. There is thus no way to accurately 
associate respondents with particular Centers. 

This complicates data interpretation, since the number of respondents 
from each Teacher Center canno'b^ be clearly determined. Therefore,, it is Im- 
possible to assess the wei^ftt^lk^ of a particularly active or inactive Teacher 



Center that has a disproportionately high or low number of respondents. 

All of the abqve^ust be taken into account in interpreting the que^- 
tionnaire data. It is assumed that individual^ who are more actively involved 
are more likely to respond,^ and so wfe can also assume that these data probably 
'^represent tlje best possible picture of Teacher Ceriteriri^^d SBTE activity in 
Texas. The following sijmmary statements and questions are offered within 
- this context. « ^ 

. Texas Teacher Centering ' . - , • 

' / . 

Across the two years of the study, the amotmt of act ivity^x>i thin the 

Texas Teacher Centers does not appear to have changed, at least as perceived 
- - * • ^ ' , ' y ' 

by the respondents. There does appe^ to have been a decrease in the amount 

of contact between Teacher Centers. Whether this is duetto economic condition^, 

m ■• 30 . ' ' • - ■ - ■ • 
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a withering of Teadier Center networking, or some characteristic of the sample 
cannot be determined. • ' 

There appears to be a., pattern to* the membership of Treacher Centers. There 

. • 

seem to be two 'groups: a core of long-term members and a group of s-hort-term 
p * * 

members. An interesting question is, how are the leadership roles and respon- 
sibilities of the Teacher Centers assigned across these two groups and .for ^ 
what lengths of time? A lack of shared leadership could explain the short- 
^ term cycling in and out of members, but it could also be explained by a desire' 
to involve^ many differrent f)ersons in a Center over time. 

Results of the SBTE Project 

Thefcronym "SBTE" worked surprisingly well as a tracer.' The project' 
dissemination strategy can also be declared. a siAcess. The percentage of 
respondents who "had heard of SBTE" ^ increased dramatically with each succeeding 
questionnaire. Further, it appears that most of the respondents who had« heard 
of SBTp»had a reasonably valid definition of phe concept! 

The face-to-face/professional meeting dissemination strategy worked well . 
^Un/this situatiftn. Involving one persor^ from each Teacher Center ,as a contact 
was also important since many Respondents learned about SBTE through Teacher 
Center meetings. We do not "know what would have happened with other strategies, 
however,, it appejars that people do not commiinicate as frequently by nonpersonal 
media sucb as reading, and so rely^ing on written documents and/or newsletters 
^ould* probably not have been as. effective. . ' - ^ 

The SBTE project has created initial, awareness and activity across the 
State, anil there is now an established network in relation to SBTE. It will 
be unfortui\ate if this capacity cannot be maintained, as is the case with most 
federally fuitded initiatives. This would be particularly unfortunate in the 
light of the extreme and continuing interest in networking that has been. 

31 ■• • 



expressed by the respondents^. 

It is unlikely that the SBTE project actually created a new network. 
Rather, the more informal network of active teacher 'educators probably served 
as ..the basis for developing amoi^e formalized, expanded network around the 
work of the SBTE project. Left unsupported! this new capacity will most 
likely wither. * ^ ' 

We have assessed the primary-^target audience of the SBTE project: pre- 
service and in5ervice teacher educators in Texas Teacher Centers. iuter- 
esting spinoff study would be to assess the impact of the f)roject on other 



audiences, such as national TeacKet; CenteSsLef forts and policy makers, as well 
as school-based teacher educators in other states. 

The'*SBTE project has accomplished an impressive list of tasks in two 
years. ^ The innovation of ,SBTE and a set of piroducts have been developed and 
disseminated. An opportunity for more formal networking across the Texas 
Teacher Centers hes been used to develop and to assist in dissemination of the 
results to. the primary target audience. The available data* suggest that the 
project staff in Houston and the key Tnembers of the SBTE/Teacher Center net- 
work are to b^ commencfed for jobs well done. The major an4 unanswered ques- 



tion that " remains is what will becom^ of this cryst^llize^d capability? 
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TEAaiER CEIITEA QUESTIOI^AIRE 

f. Are, you currently I nvolv ed with a Teacher Center? 
If no, when did your involvement en^? 



'TCQ4 



yes 



no 



J 19 



PLEASE CONTIiWE EVEN IF YOU ANSV7ERED ''HO:'* 

2. Please name the Teacher Center (s) that you are imolved with or have been 
involved vzith in the past: 



( 



(I) 

(2) 



(3) 
(4) 



If you belong(ed) to more than one, please choose one that you will focus on 
in your responses to the remaining iteps. llame the one you have chosen: 



Hov7 long have you been working, or did you work! with your Teacher Center? 



less than 
1 year 



Tra — 
years 



more than 
4 years 



* Hoxf often have you* been iti Teacher ,Cent;^r meetings during the 1976-77 year? 

once or about ^ncfe . once a month 



never 



twice 



every twqf. months. 



or more often 



How often did your Teacher Center Board meet/ during this year? 



never 



once or 
twice 



about once 
every two 
months * 



once a month 
or more often 



don't 
know 



5. 



6. 



Do you consider your Teacher Center to be? 
• • A '"inactive : n^. : 



extremely active 



During tmi^ school year j \!?hat other Teacher Centers In Texas have!:::^u person 
ally hacl contact with? 



(1) 
(2) 



• 7. 

' 4 



Tlhat have been some of the topics discussed through these contacts? 

- V 



ERIC 



35 



V 



8* Does yodr Teacher Center collaborate with any other Teacher Center (s)? y 
, yes no ^ 



If yes, which one(ff): 



i 




z ♦ 






— ^ ■ — r 




r / 





9* . For hov7 many Teacher Centers in Texas do you have at least a limited^ knowledge 
of their activities? 




all of the 
« 

all but a few (45-54) 
more than half (35-44) 
about half (25-34) 
less than half (16-24) 



piany (11-15) 

seyer^Pi; (6-10) 

only a few (3-5) 
> 

a couple (1-2) 

none other than my own 



10* Eave you ever heard of SBTE (other than in our questionnaire 



yes 



no 



If you have, V7here? 



If you have, when? 



nhat does it mean? 



0 



11/ Have you attended any conferences^ on' Teacher Centers during 1976'-777 



/ 

yes 



no 



If yes, please list them below and underline ^hy at which BBTE was discussed*#Jt 



] 



12. Do you think that a network of Texas /Teacher Centers, is a/useful idea? • ' 



yes 



no 
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13. What.ts your knowledge level and/or use of -the following SBTE products? 



Never 



Have 
Just 



Heard Heard 
of It of It 



Have 
Looked 
^ at It 



Have 
Read 
It 



Have 
Used 
It 



m Project Description and Organization 

#2 School Based Teacher Educators: 
Rationale, Role Description and 
Research 

#3 National Survey of School Based 
Teacher Educator Credeiftialins 
ProgesG 

H Teacher Centers in Texas; The 
State of -the Scene 

its Clinical Experiences and Cliijical 
Practice in Professional Education 

#6 A Task Analysis of Staff Develop- 
ment Personnel in Selected Public 
School Districts ' 

#7 Specifyinc Competencies for School 
Based Teacher Educators Throligh 
Task, Conceptual, and Perceptual 
- Analyses v 

ifS Credentialing School Bas'ed Teacher 
Educators: Basis for Decisior^ing 

tf9 School Based Teacher Educator Project: 

Report of First Year Activities 

'^■^ 

Module ,1 — Exploriag ClinicalPxaet4«e=^ 

Ifodule 2 — Interpersonal Communications 

Module 3 — Planning 

Module 4 Collecting Data in the 
Classroom 

V 

Module 5 — Analysing Data and Making, • 
Data-Based Decisions 
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The Research^cin^D^velopiTient Center for Teacher Education 

' U niversily of Texas Agsti n 78712 

April 22, 197/ 



D^ar Colleague: 

As you aay remember, ^ have 
.participate in our ongoing st 



\ 



isked you twice during the last fifteen months to 
idy of teacher centering in Texas • A3 a part of 
(have been exploring your familiarity vith the 
four present Involvement or past. Involvements in 
id your knowledge of or relationship to other 
ite. ' 



this questionnaire siprvey, v;e 
concept oF * SBTBi" as /well as 
particular teacher/ center 
teacher center^ aroimd the st 

Although we have been ^conducliifg the study from the Hesearch and Development 
Center for Teacher Sducatiotf, we have done so in collaboration with colleagues 
at the University of Hdus^* who have had funding from the Fund fbr t-he 
Improvement of Post-SecGrndary Education to explore the concept of schoo^based 
teacher educatloh (SBTE) and to develop some S3TE materials. One goal of our 
mailed questionnaire survey was to evnluate tliG ^extent to v/hlch the St7E 
project was disseoinatiSig its work to all of yoli^ around the fitatq. , That was 
jAiy v;e asked each time vrhether you had heard of ^TE and if /so, when this had 
occurred. ^ Through this part of the 'Survey, we wer'fe able tc^ plot the early 
movement of the SBTE concept, and the work of the Uni^rsltv of Houston staff 
and many other involved teacher educators from around the /state. 

At this time* the SBTE project is nearing the end of its /federal funding and 
we once again ask your assistance in our study. As beforej we will be cer- 
tain, to send you a summary of our findings. Although W are sharing the ob- 
jective of the study with you, we very much need your input if we are to 
understand more aboutf the dissemination of teacher education ideas within ^ 
the state of Texas. We need your assistance whether or not you are still 
involved in your teacher education center. \ All of the/ participants, in the - 
study were selected becauset as of two yeard ago they were Involved. One of 
the key questiotis for us ls\to what extent people still are Involved in tjhe 
teacher centers and to what Extent there ls\tum-over. Therefore, your 
input le needed regardless of Vour prcisent knowledge /of SBTE and regardless 
of whether or not you are presently involved^ in a teacher center. 

We have atten?)ted ,t:o -Iceep the qu^tlonnalrS Brief arid yet Include the kind ^f 
informat;lon that will be helpful tb us and t4 the SBTE project as it develops 
abMss the state of Te::as, and thac^^/ill als<^ be of/ interest to you when we 
return the survey summary. 




•April 22, 1977 • ^ - . " 

Pdge 2 , ' *„ ^ 

» * 

Would* you please take a f**'** m-fnufrtsS and complete the questionnaire and return 
it in the envelop'^* provided. If you have any quest;ions, pleiase feel free to 
call e'f*'**^* of us. and vje will be yery happy to re^spond. Thank you again for 
help and we look forward to haying your input. ^ 



Sincerely yours. 




Gene E. Hall, Pro^ect^fiiractor 
Procedures for Adopting Educational 
Innovations /C3A1I Project 



Susan F. Loucks 
Project Associate 



P.S. — If you wish to know more about the S3TE project, feel free to contact 
Bob Houston, Jim Cooper, or Al Warner at the University of Houston. They will 
be glad to share with you a copy of the publication list and descriptions of 
othej project activities. In addition, the following members of the SBTE 
Advisory CoHRlttee, sone of whom may be in your area or even in your teacher 
center , are all participating in and are up to date about project activities: 



Dr. Robert ^derson 
Texas Tech Univen^i^ty 



7 



Mrs'. Vivian Bowser., 
HouGton Teachers Association 



Dr. Glenn itidd 

State Consultant, TEA 

> J)r. Dwane Klngery 
North Texas State University 



Dr. Chanti:ey Fritts 




Dr. Anna Dewald 
University of St{ Thomas^ 

Dr. Dv7ain II. /Estes 



Education Service Center 



Christian College 



Ijr. Abel Gonzales 
Pan AGer;^can University 

Dr., Eugene Jekel 
Texas A&I University 



Dr. Joe Klingstedt 
University of Texas at 
El Paso 

l!r. Joe Liggons 

Houston Ind. School District 

Dr. Joe Pitts 

Dallas Ind. School District 

Dr. Thomas E. Ryan 
Texas .Sduc)a^on Agency 

. Dr. Tom T^Walker . 
r Texas E^ucatjtori Agency 
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